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T his is responsive to the Office Action mailed on September 7, 2006. In that Office 
Action, claims L 2, 4-8, 1 7, 18 and 20-24 were rejected. Claims 1, 2, 4-8, 17, 18 and 20-24 
continue in this application. 

I he Office \cuon rejected claims L 2, 4-6, 8, 17. IS. 20-22 and 24 undet 35 I S C § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over the Ruuttu et al. (WO 01/38005} in view of Stash et ah US, 
Patent No. 6,00!. .425. The Office Action alleged that Ruuttu et al. teaches an apparatus for coating 
a ho . h >a I s iii snip sum a *.uatmg chamber in which the workpiece is 
coated a o. >ai i$ - ith • i upp < < -a! riner for supplying the coating solution to the coating 
J> tr\ or llonih connecting the coating chamber and he< tti - rtio >pi 

container such that the coating solution is flowabie between the coating chamber and the coating 
-e, n s ; »u therein the container is positionable to different elevations allowing 

^ i, 1 1 o tuKJ to the coating chamber and vice versa. The Office 

Ycrkmst t >a . i et i did not teach the use of a deformable or collapsible bladder type 
coating solution supply container. 

The Stash et al. patent was cited alleging that it teaches the design of a coating 
apparatus which includes a coating chamber in which a work piece is coated and a deformable or 
oliapsibl bladdei in a suppl) tank r dispensi i h recily it oatio 

x s >ensing from the s pi ink. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

in order to establish a prima facia case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met 
(MP.EP §2 143). First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
lemseivcs the knowledge generalh ivailable to one of rdin } Side Kant modii he 
ereix c N v. c v. ' t ichings Second hei mst bt rsonabi i i of 

success. Finally, the prior art reference or references when combined must tea est u! the 

claim limitations. 

» . . . s » ombmatum of the Ruuttu et al. PCX published patent application in view 
of the Stasis et al. U.S patent does not meet the first criterion. The plasma bag 52 as shown in 
Figure 1 0 of Stash et al. is deformed from all. sides in order to supply the slurry within the bag to 
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■, ^ V >SSi n see? 



provide the vessel 12 with the slurry IK. There Is no teaching nor suggestion of the bag 52 being 
positional.}!* to an elevation in relation to the coating chamber thai results in the coating solution 
t i ! in v i v i d n t i 1 v t i { | n on 

5 the bag 52 resi s ilo f slum o the vessc 12 vhiic i negative pressure { 1 i >b) s >lts 
insh > dev. n ^ ^ Knot bag* there is aKnhteh s eed to posiiK the b 
' <J' ' >. ^ o ^ ^ ne sltuTy llow to and irom the vessel 12. In other words, 

there i i aeiiir S ! i al 1 i v - k ig the 1 2 a fere t ele\ tion 

Similar!} there i • no moth ation or teaching in Ruuttn et ah to utilize a deforrnable 
s s \ i 1 i ! ict. even minor vibratioi to he avo dec > lb 

apparatus of the Ruuttn et ah See Page 1, lines 18-22. In contrast, the deforrnable bag of Stash et 
ah, as mentioned above, has a primary purpose of keeping the "slurry 1 8 agitated during the filling 
and emptying of vessel 1 2" (Column 4, .lines 33, 34). This agitation goes directly against the 
teaching of Ruuttn et ah it is clear that Ruuitu et ah cannot supply the motivation or suggestion for 
a deforrnable bag. 

The only place where one can find the motivation or suggestion using a deforrnable bag 
in Ruuttn et ah is Applicant's disclosure. To use Applicant's disclosure as a guide is 
i rn permissible. 

In view of hie above, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of claims 1 . 2. 4-6. 8. 
17. 1 8. 20-22 and „ 1 under •C t S C ^ InhaKis heme .unpatentable over Ruuitu et ah in view of 
^ ,s'i i i \ i' 1 . Iii'i alw v o 

The Office Action also rejected claims 5, 7, 21 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as 
i ! v uvC Rutin « ct \l m \ icv ol M s|i r. al as applied to claims 1.2, 4-6. 8. 17, 18, 
20-22 and 24 above in further view of the Cranskens et al. U.S. Patent 3, 296,951 . The Office 
who cited i i x c alleging that lisci ed i plate o apply pi an < ollapsibleot 
defoniuiHe <upph b^ i x . suppl> coating material to a coating chamber and the release of the plate 
to reheve pressure to enable coating material to tlow back into the coating material supply bag. 

is c s enbesap! nocop hn ipparatt that utili e,s a sj sg Prussia > \U 

compressing a de\ e.opc ' bag ?4 that s spplies developer fluid into a developer dish through a sleeve 
35. However, as discussed above, with respect to the combination of Ruuitu et al. and Stash et ah, 
there is no motivation nor is there any suggestion in either of those references themselves or in the 
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km tedt. gc i illy available to one of ordinary skill in the allot mbine sue! reference 
teaching* nviewof th< di cussion above with respect to Ruuttu and Stash et aL it is respectfully 
requested that the rejection of claims 1 , 2, 4-6, 8, 17, 18, 20-22 and 24 in further view ofCranskens 
b v \ i 1 1 s owed. 

Respectful ly submitted, 

ii:1^^£c L ii&2.d by: ; 

Date Kent S. Kokko, Reg. tfb.: 33,931 

Telephone No.: 651-733-3597 

'1 c > i ciuai \ >m v 
Facsimile No.: 65 1-736-3?? 33 
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